
Before the

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Telecommunications and Information Administration

DEPAIITMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Rural Utilities Service

Washington, D.C.

In the matter of

American Recovery and Reinvestment ) Docket No. 090309298-9299-01
Act of 2009 Broadband Initiatives

COMMENTS OF THE PEND OREILLE COUNTY PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT #1

J. Jeffrey Mayhook
Laura A. Mayhook
MAYHOOK I,AW. PI-I,C
34808 NE 14 '  Avenue
La Center, WA 98629'lel: (36C)) 263-4340
Fax: (360) 263-4343

On BehalJ oJ the Pend Oreille
County I'ublic Utility
District # I

Apri l  13. l00o



]'ABLE OF CONTENTS

In t roduc t i on . . . . . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  2

F r r - c r r t i v e  S r r n t m a n  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

Dise  uss ion . . . . . . . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  6

NTIA Broadband Technology Opportuni t ies Program.. . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6

I tem l .  The Purposcs of thc Grant Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6

I tem 2. The Role of  the States . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .7

I t cm. i .  E l i g ib le  Cran t  Rec ip i cn ts  . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

I tem 4. Establ ishing Select ion Cri ter ia fbr Grant Awards.. . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9

I t cm 8 .  B roadh . rnJ  Mapp ing . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  I  I

Itcn'r 9. Financial Contributions by Grant Applioants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 2

Item 10. 
'l 'imely 

Completion of Proposals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 2

I t em 13 .  De f i n i t i ons . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . 11



Before the
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COMMENTS OF THE PEND OREILLE COUNTY PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT #1

fhe Pend Oreille County Public Utility District #l (Pend Oreille PUD. or the ''District")

submits these col.r.lments in response to the March 12, 2009, joint public notice inviting interestcd

partics to submit comments on certain designated topics that will assist the (a) National

Telecommunications and Infbrmation Administration (N1'lA), U.S. Departmeut of Commerce. rn

establishing and administcring the Broadband Technology and Opportunitics Program (BTOP).

and (b) Rural Utilities Service (RUS). U.S. Dcpartment ol-Agriculture, in implementing its

expanded authority to makc grants and loans fbr the deployment and construction of broadband

systems. l

In authorizing BTOP. Congress seeks to accelerate broadband deployment in unserved

and underserved areas. and to ensurc that the strategic institutions likely to creatc jobs or provide

'  .See, Section 6001 ofthe Anerican Recovery and Reinvestmenr Act of2009 (Recovery Act), Pub. ,-.
l l l-5. 123 Stat. l i5 (February 17,2009). which requires NTIA, in consultation with the Federal Communicatigns
Commission, to establish the Broadband Technology and Opportunities Program. The Recovery Act further
establishes authority for RUS to make grants and loans for the deployment and construction of broadband systems.



significant public benefits have broadband connections ofa quality and speed that compares

favorably to urban arcas and other surrounding communities. In expanding RUS's broadband

authority, Congress seeks to improve access to broadband in areas without service or that lack

sufficient access to high-speed broadband service to facilitate economic developmer.rt.

I. INTRODUCTION

Established in 1936 and commencing electric eLnd water utility operations in 1948, Pend

Oreille PUD serves rural Pend Oreille County, which, as the most northeast count) in the State

of Washington. :hares borders with Idaho and Canadr.2 Thc Distr ict  is comprised of rhree

primtLry operating systems: the Box Canyon Hydro System. which produces hydroelectric power

from the Box Canyon Dam; the Blectric System, which distributes electricity to approxirnatell

8.500 customers; and the Water System, which owns and operates nine individual District u'ater

distribution s.vstems.

Taking full advantage of its existing rights-of-way, the Pend Oreille PUD also provides

wholesalc broadband serviccs to seven lnternct scn,ice providers over its ou,n llber backbone, i

u'hich includes two segments the southern route extending 40 miles froni Spokane to Newporl.

and the northern route extending 70 miles from Newport through Ione, to the Canadian border.r

'fhe 
District relies on the network for internal communications. as wcll as provides dark fiber

services to one significant ILEC customer over the southern route. 
'fhe 

District's fiber

I Nearly the size ofRhode lslancl. Pend Oreil le County comprises an area of 1,400 square miles. During the period
1970 to 2000, Pend Oreil le Count)'s population grew by 95 percent and, based on the 2000 census, had a population
of I 1,732. Estimates place the current population at 13,000. Pend Oreil le County has five incorporated areas. and
Newport, the largest, serves as the county seat and home to a new conlmunity college. As ofthe 2000 census, 1.921
people resided in Newport.

r Washington statutes prohibit public utit i ty districts fiom providing retail customers with telecommunications
services, as u'ell as mandates that they provide any rvholesale services on a competit ivel), neutral, open access basis.
See. RCW 5'1. 16.330.

r As ofthe 2000 census. 479 oeoole resided in lone.



backbonc can deliver up to one gigabit per second of bandwidth. but provides minimum speeds

at 10 megabytes per second, up and down, causing Pend Oreille PUD's in-housc team to quip.

"providing tomorrott's speed a decade ago!"

With nine people per square mile. there are no stoplights u'ithin Pend Oreille Counly.

Mining and lbrestry sen'e as the two main non-govemmcnt industries in Pend Oreille County,

but both have been adversely affected by the flall-out from the country's recession, with the

County's unemployment rising to 13.6%. The Teck Cominco zinc mine, moreover, announced

just before Christmas that it was shutting down indefinitely, laying-off I 50 of its 200 employees.

while Ponderay Newsprint. the County's other major employer, also announced lay-o11s.

Pend Oreille Countf is also home to the Kalispel 
'l 'ribe 

of lndians. Established in I 914

by lJxecutive Order of President Woodron Wilson, the Kalispel Indian Ilcservation consists of

4.654 acres along 1en miles of the Pend Oreille River's east bank near Usk, Washington. l hc

Tribe owns an additional 240 acres ofreservation land on the west bank of the river north of

Ciusick. Washington, as well as operatcs thc Norlhern Quest Casino. However, casino profits ;rrc

generally down throughout the country.

The separate Iocal exchange carriers provide services within Pend Oreille County, but.

last.vear, a formally-appointed citizens advisory committec, known as the Community Connect

Committee, recommended to the Pend Oreille County leadership that it deploy a fiber optic

system along the Pend Oreille PUD's electric scrvice route. Encapsulated, the Corumunitl'

Connect Conmittee's deliberations resulted in five essential recomme ndations:

Plan tbr broadband scrvices to serve all of Pend Oreille County.

Concentrate initial deployment on the 80% of the population residing along thc
north-south conidor, and undeftake a long-term deployment in the very rural
areas *'ith 20% ofthe nooulation.



o Capitalize on parlnership opportunities.

o Capitalize on the existing oppofiunity to deploy fiber lor the future along the
Public Utility District' electric lines. Use the Public Utility District's bonding
authority to provide the funding for rapid deployment ofthe fiber network.

o Deploy the infrastructure as quickly as possible. Do it, but do it right!

The Pend Oreille PUD. consistent with both these recommendations and its own stratr-gic

objectives, intends to develop a fibcr-based netr.r'ork that will (a) result in redundancy for its

cxisting fiber backbone; (b) support the roll-out of Automated Metering Inlrastructure (AMI),

lvhich permits electric utilities to deploy smart-grid applications, including. among other things.

demand-side consenation and outage management, and revenue protection: and (c), tacilitate the

availability of advanced broadband scrvices at affordablc ratcs to all residcnts ofPend Oreille

County.

I I .  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NTIA Broadband Te c hnolog,- Oppor tunit i e s P r ogram

L Grant funds should not be appofiioned by category, nor should a rigid scorecard
based on number of purposes seled be employed to evaluate applications; rather.
applications should be evaluated on their merit and in the totality.

2. The states'role should be consultative, rot outcome determinative. and should lbcus
on the mandatory one grant the respective states will recommend for an award.

3. Au'arding grants related to network deployment directly to broadband providers
serves the public interest by ensuring that NTIA maintains the most direct ovcrsight
on how the grantee uses its funds.

4. Selection criteria should be transparent, merit-based, evaluated in their totality. and
should include the following factors:

a.  Job creat ion and preserr al ion

b. Shovel-readiness

c. Operational fitness and expcricnce

d. Whether and to $'hat extent the proposed project leverages existing facilities,



such as poles, conduit, fiber, towers, rights-of-way, and so on

e. Project cost taking into account, especially, the network's expected useful
life, as well as its cost per customer and cost per mile analyses.

f. Available speeds, including a network's upgrade potential and longevity

g. Affordability of end-user services

h. Public interest opportunities and goals served

5. Broadband mappirrg initiatives nTust balance concerns about competitively sensitive
information and the potential for predatory practices.

6. Subject to maintaining commcrcially reasonablc dcbtequity ratios, applicants should
be permitted to use loan proceeds to support the 20o/o contribution. Project costs
incurred prior to grant award-parlicularly engineering fees-should also count
tou,ard the 20%o contribution. The 20% contribution requircmcnt, however. should be
waived only in extremely limitcd circumstances and only for nonprofit entities.

7. L,ffective front-end screening of the project business case and applicant's operational
fitness and cxpcricr.rcc, along u'ith adequate engineering supporting the application.
u'ill help ensure that projects can be completed q'ithin the tu'o-year timeline.

8. Unscrved communities should bc identified as those $'ith access to dial-up services
only.

9. Ur.rderserved communities should be identifled as those communities whose available
broadband speeds are substantially slower than the spccds availablc to other
communities within the surrounding area.

10. Thc NTIA should adopt minimum broadband speeds that encourage applicants to
deploy and upgrade networks premised on long-term sustainability and luture-proof
designs.

I 1. Netn'ork interconnection obligations should be based on open access schemcs.

Rural Utilities Service

12. Grant money should be prioritized to those u'orthy projects where a reasonable
business case cannot be made to support loan repayment; i.vhere the business case
does support loan re-paynent, RUS should make every e I'fbrt to streamline its
application process.

13. The Recovery Act's mandate to target "rural areas without sufficicnt access needed
for economic development" is commendable.



14. When considering the quality ofbroadband service needed for economic
development, minimum bandwidth requirements should support robust video
conferencing, with syrnmetrical upload/download speeds.

15. RLIS should consider targeting financial assistance, whether loans. grants or some
combination thereol'. specilically toward the "middle mile" or "wholesale" network
lacilities that provide rural communities with connectivity to the lnternet and other
broadband services.

I I I .  DISCUSSION

NTIA Broadband Tcchnology Oppprluqily-Ppgtqn

Item l. The Purposes ofthe Grant Program

a. Should a cerlain percenlage oJ grant./unds be apportioned to each categorli)

Grant funds should not be apportioned by catcgory. nor should a rigid scorecard based

on numbcr ofpurposes served be employed to evaluate applications; rather. applications should

be evaluated on their merit and in the totality. The NTIA should avoid crcating incentives lbr

applicants to propose contrived projects narrowly tailored to suit a particular purpose without

regard to the fundamentals and sustainability ofthe project.

h. Should applicants he encouraged to address more than one purpose?

Yes, hou'ever, an application should not be viewed as deficient if it addresses only one
puryosc.

c. Hou,shoultl the I)T'OP leverage or respond to the other broadband-relutetl
portions q/ the Recovery Act, including the United States Departtnent ofAgriculture (USDI)
grants and loons program, as well as the porlions ofthe Recovery Act thot address smart grids,
health infnrmation technology, education, and transporlation infrastructure?

The BTOP should encourage applications that potentially fall within more than one

Recovery Act program. subject to the agencies' cooperative eflbrts to ensure that no applicant

receivcs duplicative funding for the same project costs. Moreover, this is one area whcre the

states' consultative role may prove particularly useful. That is, the states may be uniquely



positioned to encouragc the demand side and supply side to work cooperatively on identifying

and lulfilling broadband needs-for example, a fiberto-the-premise nctwork funded by the

B1'OP program may be constructed, owncd and operated by a wholesale provider, but with

capacity pre-negotiated and reserved for (i) the electric utility's smart-grid applications; (ii)

connectivity of municipal offices and programs; (iii) telemedicine and health information

technology applications benelitting the local medical community; and (iv) schools and libranes.

Item 2. The Role ofthe States

o. Hott should the grunl program con.sider Slale priorities in uw*urding grunts /

State priorities as articulated by each state should be given panicular emphasis rvith

respect to the Recovery Act's mandate that the NTIA au'ard at least one grant per state. States

should share tl.reir respective priorities rvith NTIA, but the evaluative function of matcl.rir.rg

applications with those priorities should remain with the NTIA. And, beyond the one grant

awarded per state based on that state's recommendation, additional ar,"'ards per state should be

evaluated by NTIA based on national broadband priorities and the merits of'the individual

projects and their related applications-alrd not state ranking.

b. I|/hat is the appropriate role Jbr States in .selecting proiects -lbr.funding?

The states'role should be consultative, not outcome determinative. N'I'IA should be

cautious of any extensive "pre-screening" conducted by the states. where such screening has the

eIlect of removing applications from NTIA's revien and selection process. Simply put, such an

outcome-determinative role for the states lies outside the ambit ofthe Recovery Act. Put anothcr

way, a state's recommendation should not prcjudice, or somehow preempt, anotl.rer entity with a

compelling grant application in its own right.

Significantly, thc Rccovery Act-by designating NTIA and RUS as "gatekeepers' of



the broadband stimulus funds reflects prevailing law with respect to broadband. That is. the

Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has retained regulatory authority with respect to

information services. which generally refers to broadband-based Internet access. and has

preempted states from exercising their telecommunications regulatorl' authority over such

servlces.

States. to be sure, are uniqr-rely positioned to play an intermediary role by identifl ing

and assembling the needs and priorities oftheir county and municipal governments and non-

profit institutions. giving a louder voice, in effect, to smaller constituents within the state. But

construing the states' consultative role as that of a helpful intermediary also mitigates the

negativc potential of political gamesmanship and back-room deal-making.

Too, states will, inevitably, have varying levels ofexperience in broadband matters.

which raises the potential lbr disparate treatment among states. Moreover. good stewardship of

government funds demands avoidance of duplicative effbrts -specially where additional

staffing will be required at the state level. Finally, NTIA should ensure that the states' role docs

not result in a de lacto dual application process that only adds to the applicants' costs and

administrative burdens.

Item 3. Eligible Grant Recipients

Many, if not most, applications to initiate or improve broadband access under B'I OP will

involve the construction or installation of network facilities. By designating broadband

providers eligible for BTOP funds, the NTIA will have direct oversight over the entity entrusted

with engineering, constructing and operating the broadband net\\,ork. Moreover, if BTOP linds

are limited to certain end users ofbroadband services. the funds may ultimately benefit laggard

incumbent local exchange carriers (lLECs) that have lailed to makc ncccssary investments to



kccp their f-acilities up to date. For example, where a school district relies on aged network

facilities owned by an ILEC, BTOP funds awarded to thc school district may ultimately be spent

to upgrade the ILECs facilities to the partial benefit ofthe school district, but to the greater

bcneflt ofthe ILEC who failed to maintain adequate lacilities in the lirst place.

To be sure, cligibility of broadband providers should be conditioned on their compliance

with all federal and state regulations applicable to their services. including. without limitation.

registration and reporling requirements administered by the FCC. Thus. subject to regulatory

compliance. N tlA should deem broadband providers eligible for BTOP lunds.

Item 4. Establishing Selection Criteria for Grant Arvards

a. Il/hctt /actors should NT'IA consider in establishing selection criteriu.fttr granl
attards? How cun NTIA determine that a l-ederal -funding need exists and that privute inre.stment
i.s not displuced? Hott should the kng-lerm.f'eusibility ol'the investment bejnlged?

Selectior.r criteria should be transparent and rnerit-based, with each application being

evaluated in its totality. 
'fhe 

BTOP selection criteria should include the fbllowing factors,

(lvithout regard to order presented here):

1. Job creation and prcserwation, Precise measurement of at.r application's

job creation potential will be difficult; however. thc applicant and the NTIA should use

reasonable effofis to assess the proposed project'sjob impact potential. in both the immediatc

term and longer term.

2. Shovcl-readiness. Particularly in light ofthc phased approach that the

NTIA r.vill use in disbursing funds, projects that are ready to commence upon funding. such as

having readied communications rights-of-way. should receive priority above thosc that requirc

cxtensive planning and acquisition eflorts prior to readiness.

3. Operational fitness and experience (sustainabilify). A network



installed, but not operational, is of little value to the purposes ofthe Recovery Act. The NTIA

should assess the applicant's operational experience and favor those applications where the

proposed operator has a demonstrable track-record of successful operations.

4. Whether and to what extent the proposed project leverages existing

facilities. The NTIA should assess whether a project makes use of otherwise under-utilized

existing facilities. Particularly u'hcrc "middle-mile" facilities between communities alrcady

cxist. pro.iects that provide "last-mile" facilities that take full advantage ofthe "middle-mile"

facilities should be lavored.

5. Project cost. The NTIA should require applicants to present project cost

data in a unilorm manner so as to simplify comparison. Project cost should be measured in

scvcral diflcrent ways to adjust 1br difl'erences in gcographic area and technology. At a

minimum, applicants should provide (i) cost per customer; (ii) cost per milc; and (iii) amortized

cost per year (to account fbr the usetul lil 'e ol the network).

6. Available speeds, including a network's upgrade potential and

longevity. As discussed in greater detail below with respect to the proposed definitions of

"unserved." ''underserved." and ''broadband." an assessment of an applicant's proposed available

speeds of service should takc into account the prevailing speeds available in urban areas and

surrounding communities. In addition. the N'l'lA should favor projects that demonstrate an

ability to grou'and upgrade with customer demand for greater spceds over time.

7. Affordability ofend-user services. Applicants should not be required to

ofI'er services at a particular rate; however, applications should includc data regarding existing

broadband spccds and prices in the community and sumounding area. Applicants should be

encouraged to work with comnTunity non-proiits and local governments to create innovative

10



programs to stimulate and support demand for broadband services by disadvantaged populations.

8.  Publ ic interest opportuni t ics and goals servcd. In f i t t ing with rhe stated

purposes ofBTOP under the Recovery Act, NTIA should asscss whcther and to r.hat extent a

proposed project satisfies public interest needs and goals. In this regard. "public interest" should

be defined broadly in a manner supporlive of the relevant communities. and r.r.ray include

economic developmcnt opportunities (in communities with a large population of displaced

n'orkers. for example), as well as opportunities to serve lower income, minority, disabled.

elderly, and other vulnerable populations.

The foregoing selectior.r criteria should be evaluated as a total package. Much like the

evidence making up the "record" in an administrative orjudicial proceeding. the selection

criteria must be evaluated together in determining the "probative value" or weight accorded one

application versus another. And, a decision on a particular application should be based on the

whole "record" relating to the application. A point system cannot totally rcplace looking at the

probative value o1'the "evidence" as a whole.

Itcm 8. Broadband Mapping

To make the broadband inventory mapping underlaking *'orthnhile. the data collected

should tie into and infonn the identification ofunserved and underserved communities over ume.

As the need for greater granularity in reporting increases, so does the need fbr protection against

anticompetitive behavior and predatory practices resulting from potential access to

competitively-sensitive information. As much as possible. the reporling requirements should

protect both public and private infrastructure and networks in an even-handed fashion by relying

on readily available localized inibrmation, particularly with regard to pricing and available

speeds.

1 1



Item 9. Financial Contributions by Grant Applicants

Rather than creating express conditions justifying waiver of the 20% contribution

rcquirement, NTIA should clarifl' hou'the 20% contribution will be calculated and minimize

potential situations where a waiver might be requested.

In addition, proiect costs incurred prior to a grant au'ard-particularly engincering fees

should also count toward the 20o/t' contribution. Indeed, the NTIA should encourage applicants

to conduct detailed engineering sun'eys and beginning planning before submitting applications.

While this pre-grant activily imposes costs on the applicant, it also makes lbr a more informed

application review and improves timeliness of perlbrmance post-award. Significantly, pre-grant

costs incurrcd by the applicant decrease the amount ofpost-grant funding required to completo

the project. As such, unless the pre-grant costs $'ill bc reimbursed by the funding. such costs

should count toward the applicant's satisfaction of its 20% contribution.

Otherwise. r','ith these tu,o clarifications in place, the 20o/o contribution requirement

should be n'aived only in extremely limited circumstances.

Item 10. Timely Completion of Proposals

As discussed in Item 4 above. the NTIA should assess the proposed operator's lltness and

experience during the application process. The applicant should disclose the vendors and

suppliers it intends to use, as well as identify and describe the phases of its implemcntation

ensuring that the applicant has adcquately developed its implementation plans. At the same time.

all the planning in the world cannot prcvcnt unforeseen equipment shorlages or price spikes. ar.rd

grantees should not be pcnalized fbr such exigencies. That said. ell'ective front-end scrcening o1'

the project business case and applicant's operational fitness and experience, along with adequate

engineering supporling the application. will help ensure that projccts can be completed within the

1,2



two-year timeline.

Item 13. Definitions

a. For purposes of the BTOP, how should NTIA, in consultation with lhe FCC,
define the lernts "unserved urea" and "underserved area? "

]'he definitions ofunserved and underserved communities should allow for a llexible.

comparative analysis suited to the community need and location. Clearly, a community with

access to dial-up services only should be deemed unserved. Even within a service area where

most users are able to access broadband service. there rnay bc arcas rvhere only dial-up is

available. The delinition ol- unserved should be open cnough to include these areas, or

"pockets."  o1'unserved communit ics.

Underserved communities should be identilled as those communities u,hose available

broadband spceds are substantially slower than the urban speeds commonly available. The

purpose should be to identify areas where the ILEC has failed to make the necessary investments

in maintenance and upgrades to suppofi a reasonable level ofbroadband access consistent with

the sunounding communities. This approach matches availability with customer demand morc

effectively than a standard tied strictly to a certain number ofproviders. For example. under tlie

existing RUS broadband loan program, any rural area u'ith less than four competitors could be

deemed underserved and potentially eligible for funding. That may be a reasonable conclusion i1'

the three cxisting competitors in a particular rural market offcr only the minimum threshold

broadband service; however, ifthere are two existing competitors offering fiber-based broadband

services at potentially limitlcss speeds, it seems disingcnuous to claim. qualitatively-speaking,

such market is trulv underserved.

Finally, the consideration ol whether a community is unserved or underserved should

take into account thc target markct ofthc provider's services. For example, if the only

- L l



broadband provider is a cable company that targets residential customcrs, the business market in

the communitv is arsuablv unserved.

b. Hov, shttuld the BTOP deline 
.'brctadband 

service l "

The NI'IA should adopt a flexible definition of niinimum broadband speeds based on

meeting or exceeding the prevailing speeds available in urban areas. A flexrble definition of

broadband should serve to encourage sustainable, adaptable, and future-proof technology.

c. Hot,should the B1'OI'de/ine the nondiscriminat ion snd network interconnection
obligations that will be conlracluul condilions o/ grants atvardetl under Section 6001?

Network interconnection obligations should be based on open access schemes. 
'fhc

Recovery Act is an attempt to stimulate the recessionary econony. and not the appropriate

vehicle lbr limiting new access netn'orks.

Rural Utilities Service

Item l What are the most effective ways RUS could offer broadband funds to
cnsurc that rural residents that lack access to broadband will rcceive it?

Grant money should be prioritized to those n'orthy projects where a reasonable busrness

case cannot be r.nade to suppofi initial capital investment, but an operation and maintenance plan

competently demonstrates network sustainability. RUS's experience should not be wasted or

otherwise disregarded. That said. RUS should be challenged to use its experience to strcamline

the Recovery Act programs. Particularly with respect to its evaluation ofproject business cases

and applicant llnancials, RUS should give weight to the prudent and proven market-based

standards and benchmarks.

Item 2. ln what ways can RUS and NTIA best align their Recovery Act
broadband activities to make the most cfficient and effective use of the Recovery Act
broadband funds?

RUS and NTIA should establish a joint application form. with unique appendices or

I4



schedules as need to reflect the program prioritics. Application revicu'status and estimated dates

lor a*'ards should be available to applicants via a web interface as a means ofassisting

applicants with their own internal planning and funding rcquirements.

Item 3. How should RUS evaluate rvhcthcr a particular level of broadband access
and service is needed to facilitate economic development?

The Recovery Act's mandate to target "rural areas witl.rout sufficient access needed lbr

economic development" is a compelling directive to identily unserved and underserved

communities. In tenns of economic development. communities compete with each other to

recruit potential busincsscs. A community with available broadband speeds of 100 Mbps will

undoubtedly be more attractive to many businesses than a commur.rity with only one providcr,

offering service at 768 Kbps. Thus, in considering *'hich applications best deliver "access

needed fbr economic development," RUS's evaluation should involve a comparative analvsis o1

broadband availability across regional communities.

When considering the quality ofbroadband scrvice needed 1br econor.nic development.

minimum bandwidth rcquircments should support video conferencing, with symmetrical

upload/download speeds.

Item 4. In further evaluating projects, RUS must consider the priorities listed
belorv. What value should be assigned to those factors in selecting applications? What
additional priorities should be considered by RUS?

RUS should consider targeting financial assistance, whether loans. grants or some

combination thereof, specifically ton'ard the "middle mile" network facilities linking rural

communities. ln particular, RiJS should carefully consider the project cost, shovel-readiness.

operator fitness and experience, and sustainabilitl, ofthe projecr.

I .  CONCLUSION

As a vested stakeholder in matters of bridging the digital divide within its own rural
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community, the Pend Oreille County Public Utility District #l thanks the NTIA and RUS fbr the

opportunity to provide comment on these crucial matters impacting the implementation olthe

broadband portions ofthe Recovery Act.

-l'el: (360) 263-4340
Fax: (360) 263-4343

On Behu!/ o.f l'end Oreille County
Public Utiliry District l+l

Apr i l  13 .  2009

Respectfully submitled.

yhook
K LAW,

l o


